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REMARKS 

Upon entry of the instant Amendment, Claims 1-12 are pending. Claims 1 and 6 have 
been amended to more particularly point out the Applicant's invention. Claims 10-12 have been 
added. It is respectfully submitted that upon entry of the instant Amendment, the application is in 
condition for allowance. 



DRAWINGS 

Figure 1 has been amended to remove the shading. A replacement sheet is enclosed. It is 
respectfully submitted that the drawing objection has been overcome. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS - 35 U.S.C, g 103 

Claims 1-3, 5-6, and 8-9 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Avizonis, U.S. Published Patent Application No. US2004/0095968 

("Avizonis") in view of Ota, U.S. Patent No. 6,819,681 ("Ota"). It is respectfully submitted that 

the claims as amended recite patentable subject matter over these references. .Moreover, it is 

respectfully submitted that the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness 

as set forth in the MPEP §§2142 and 2143. In particular, in order to establish a prima facie case 

of obviousness, three criteria must be met as set forth in accordance with MPEP § 2143. 

"First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. 
Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art 
reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. 

The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination reasonable 
expectation of success must both be found in the prior art, not in the Applicant's 
disclosure." 
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It is respectfully submitted that there is no suggestion or motivation in the references to 
combine the reference teachings. The Applicant agrees that that Avizonis does not disclose a 
pump light source formed from a diode array. Ota discloses a method to improve the efficiency 
of beam collection through the use of a collective lens focusing and alignment of a plurality of 
beams on a single location. Such a system teaches away from the invention recited in the claims 
at issue as well as new claim 10-12 which relate to a system which eliminates the need for 
precise alignment and focusing by way of a dual clad fiber in which the inner cladding is sized 
with sufficient area to easily mate with a fiber bundle without the need for precise alignment.. 

It is respectfully submitted that none of the references, either singly or in combination, 
teach all of the elements of the claims. In particular, all of the claims recite a dual clad fiber in 
which the area of the inner cladding inner cladding is sized to mate with a fiber bundle. Though 
Ota discloses a bundle of fibers, it does not disclose coupling said optical fibers to the inner 
cladding of a dual clad optical fiber. Rather, Ota requires an expensive, precise lens 
configuration as described in the Applicant's background of the invention. Ota discloses the 
same invention the current method seeks to avoid. For all of the above reasons, the Examiner is 
respectfully requested to withdraw the rejection of claims 1-3, 5-6, and 8-9. 

Claim 4 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Masuda, 
European Publication No. 1229674A1 ("Masuda") in view of Ota. Claim 4 is dependent upon 
claim 1. It is respectfully submitted that the Examiner has failed to make out a prima facie case 
of obviousness because none of the references disclose all of the claim limitations. Ota, as 
discussed above, actually teaches away from the invention. Masuda likewise does not disclose a 
dual clad fiber which the area of the inner cladding inner cladding sized to mate with a fiber 
bundle in order to avoid the precise alignment required by the Ota system. For the above 
reasons, the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the rejection of claim 4. 

Claim 7 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Muendel, 
U.S. Patent No. 5,533,163 (hereinafter "Muendel") in view of Ota. It is respectfully submitted 
that the Examiner has failed to make out a prima facie case of obviousness because the 
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combined references fail to teach all of the claim limitations. Ota has been discussed above* 
Muendel also does not suggest a dual clad fiber as recited in the claims. 

For all of the above r ea so ns , the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider and 
withdraw the rejections of claims 1-9 and provide fevorable consideration of new claims 10-12. 



Katten Muchin Rosenman LLP 
525 West Monroe Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60661-3693 
Tel: (312) 902-S200 
Fax: (312)902-1061 



Respectfully submitted, 



Katten Muchin Rosenman LLP 
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